
Figure 2-3

Harvesting Schedule

Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Skamania County, Washington

33758687_104.cdr

Source: SDS Lumber



Figure 2-4

Turbine Timber Buffer

Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Skamania County, Washington

3
3

7
5

8
6

8
7

_
7

4
.c

d
r

Source: GeoDataScape.

Unchanged
Habitat

Unchanged
Habitat



Whistling Ridge Energy Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2.0  Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 

 2-18  

2.1.7 PROJECT DECOMISSIONING 

For financial evaluation and contractual purposes, the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is 
expected to have a useful life of at least 30 years.  While some project elements may have a 
typical lifespan of only about 30 years, the trend in the wind energy industry has been to 
“repower” older wind energy projects by upgrading equipment with more efficient turbines.  It 
therefore is likely that the project would be upgraded with more efficient equipment and have a 
useful life longer than 30 years.   

However, if the project were terminated, the necessary authorization from the appropriate 
regulatory agencies would be obtained to decommission the facilities.  All aboveground facilities 
would be removed from the site, and unsalvageable material would be disposed of at authorized 
sites.  To avoid unnecessary future ground disturbance and related environmental impacts, the 
turbine foundations would likely be removed to a depth of 3 to 4 feet below ground surface 
(bgs), and underground electrical cables would likely be abandoned in place.  The soil surface 
would be restored as close as reasonably possible to its original condition.  Reclamation 
procedures would be based on site-specific requirements and forest management techniques 
commonly employed at the time the area is to be reclaimed, and would include re-grading, 
adding topsoil, and replanting all disturbed areas.  Decommissioned roads would be reclaimed or 
left in place based on landowner preference, and right of way would be surrendered to the 
landowner. 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, Whistling Ridge Energy 
LLC will provide EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the 
beginning of site preparation.  The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the 
conclusion of the project’s operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event 
the project is suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful 
operating life.  The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, the state of Washington would deny the Applicant’s 
application for a Site Certificate for the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and/or BPA 
would not grant interconnection of the project to the FCRTS.  As a result, the proposed 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project would not be constructed or operated under this alternative.  
This alternative would not help the state of Washington in achieving the renewable energy goals 
mandated by the state’s RPS.  Furthermore, this alternative would not help to meet the region’s 
need for additional power in coming years.  If the proposed project is not constructed, it is likely 
that this need would be addressed by some combination of energy efficiency and conservation 
measures, existing power generation sources, and/or the development of other new renewable 
and non-renewable generation sources. 

In addition, it is reasonably expected that under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project 
site would continue to be used for logging and other timber harvest activities.  This site has been 
in commercial forestry use for the last century, during which the site has been logged over a 
series of approximately 50-year logging rotations.  If the proposed wind project is not approved 
and built, the Applicant and others would continue to use the site for commercial forestry 
production.  Ongoing timber management activities at the project site under this alternative 
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would include regular tree clearing, harvesting, replanting, and development of additional access 
roads as necessary. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM 
DETAILED STUDY 

The Applicant has proposed a particular type of generation facility (wind) at a specific site.  The 
lead agencies, Washington EFSEC and BPA, need to respond to the Applicant’s requests for 
authorizations and approvals for the proposed wind project at this site.  While this EIS focuses 
on the alternatives of either granting or not granting the Applicant’s requests, various other 
alternatives have been considered for the proposed project.  These alternatives include alternative 
locations for the proposed project, different project sizes, alternative wind generation 
technologies, and different project configurations.  For potential alternatives, the Applicant has 
identified a number of criteria that must be met in order for the Applicant to have a technically 
and economically feasible project:  

• The project must be located in an area with a steady supply of robust wind power, and on 
a site on which construction can reasonably occur (no significant geotechnical 
constraints) 

• To reduce startup costs, the project must be located on land the Applicant owns and 
controls, and land that can serve a dual purpose of commercial forestry and power 
production 

• To enable the power to reach urban markets and eliminate the cost and time required to 
construct new transmission lines, the project must be located in proximity to existing 
high-voltage transmission lines 

• The costs of construction must be outweighed by the potential return on investment, 
requiring a minimum number of potential megawatts to be achieved by the project 

• The project output must be at a competitive price and of adequate supply to be attractive 
to utilities looking to fulfill their Renewable and Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards 

The following sections describe alternatives that were considered but eliminated from detailed 
study in this EIS because of technical or economic feasibility issues, not meeting the identified 
purpose and need for proposed action, or clearly greater environmental impacts.  
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2.3.1 ALTERNATIVE PROJECT LOCATIONS 

SDS owns and manages 70,000 acres of timberland in Washington and Oregon.  SDS manages 
its forestlands with the objective of producing as much high quality wood as possible without 
compromising the future economic and environmental benefits of their forests.  In reviewing its 
lands for a potential location of a wind project, SDS sought: 

• Areas of Applicant-owned property found to have a steady source of robust wind 

• Applicant-owned land that contained high ridges on which to place wind turbines with 
little impact to the continued underlying use of the land for commercial forestry 

• Land in proximity to existing high voltage transmission lines 

No other sites were identified that are under the ownership of the Applicant or as close to 
transmission infrastructure facilities.   

2.3.2 LARGER OR SMALLER GENERATION FACILITY SIZE 

During the project planning process, the Applicant considered the feasibility of constructing and 
operating a larger generation facility, both in terms of more wind turbines and a larger area, 
involving the proposed project site.  Regarding more turbines, the site does contain a series of 
ridge lines that are conducive to locating wind turbines but at the same time are limiting as to 
where those turbines can be placed.  In general, placement of turbines in areas substantially 
below the ridge lines would not effectively make use of the wind resource at the project site, 
thereby compromising the economic feasibility of the proposed project.  Accordingly, the 
constrained topography has necessitated a restricted power plant design.   

Regarding a larger area for the proposed project, the project site is located between the National 
Scenic Area on the south and land owned by Washington DNR on the north.  While the 
Applicant did not consider locating turbines within the National Scenic Area due to its 
sensitivities, consideration was given to locating turbines on the DNR lands directly north of the 
site.  These lands have similar topographical characteristics as the proposed project site, and also 
have been logged through commercial forestry activities.  However, use of these lands for project 
turbines was rejected from further consideration due to comments from the public and DNR’s 
own reluctance to consider leasing the site to the Applicant.  

Lands east and west of the proposed project site also were considered but was rejected from 
further evaluation because these lands are at a lower elevation and do not include the north-
trending ridge lines suitable for wind turbine placement that exist on the proposed site.   

The Applicant also considered the feasibility of a smaller generation facility at the proposed 
project site, either by removing turbines or utilizing a smaller project site.  However, the project 
is proposed as an “integrated whole,” as a single power plant, not pieces of a whole, where some 
turbines may be eliminated.  It proposes a defined output, based on site and design characteristics 
and market demand and Applicant objectives.  These objectives include providing a minimum 
level of generation to be attractive to utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS requirements, as well as 
providing a return on investment to the Applicant.  In order to provide this return, the Applicant 
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has determined that the project must be capable of producing a minimum of 70 MW.  The 
number of wind turbines at the project site has already been minimized to the extent practicable 
in light of the Applicant’s objectives.  Accordingly, if any turbines are removed from the project 
design, other locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the minimum 
necessary capacity.  The constrained site location and topography limits the ability to relocate 
turbines within the project site.   

In sum, the project size was selected to optimize project energy output and economic feasibility.  
A smaller wind turbine facility would be unlikely to offset project development costs.  A larger 
project would require additional infrastructure capacity and transmission capacity. 

2.3.3 ALTERNATIVE WIND GENERATION TECHNOLOGIES  

Consideration was given to alternative technologies for the generation of power from a wind 
resource.  Several types of wind energy conversion technologies have been developed over the 
past three decades and include (1) vertical axis Darrieus wind turbines,(2) two-bladed downwind 
wind turbines, (3) smaller three-bladed upwind wind turbines (500 to 750 kW), and (4) larger 3-
bladed upwind wind turbines (1 to 3 MW).  The three-bladed, upwind, horizontal axis is 
currently the preferred technology, based on proven reliability and commercial viability.  

2.3.4 ALTERNATIVE PROJECT CONFIGURATIONS 

As discussed above, the proposed project site contains a series of ridge lines that are conducive 
to locating wind turbines but at the same time are limiting as to where those turbines can be 
placed.  This means that there are limited options for locating wind turbines within the site.  
Alternative turbine configurations were considered, but were eliminated from further study 
because they either did not appropriately utilize the wind resource present at the site or 
compromised the economic feasibility of the proposed project. 

2.3.5 ALTERNATIVE INTERCONNECTIONS 

Alternatives for interconnecting with BPA’s existing high voltage transmission lines that 
currently cross the proposed project site were considered.  The currently proposed location of the 
substation was chosen because it is a relatively clear and low-elevation area that is adjacent to 
the proposed site of the Operations and Maintenance facility.   

Initially, an option of providing interconnection to the FCRTS at a point along the North 
Bonneville-Midway 230-kV transmission line within the wind project site and directly east of the 
currently proposed interconnection point was identified.  This alternative interconnection point 
was located between structures 22/6 and 23/1 on the North Bonneville-Midway 230-kV 
transmission line.  However, this option would have required the development of interconnection 
facilities within the National Scenic Area because structure 22/6 is on the border of, and structure 
23/1 within, the Scenic Area.  Given the high sensitivity of the Scenic Area, construction of an 
interconnection alternative within its boundaries was eliminated from further study.   

An alternative interconnection also was considered off of the wind project site, approximately 
1.5 miles west of the currently proposed interconnection point.  BPA’s transmission engineers 
identified a potential alternative interconnection site between structures 21/4 and 22/1 on the 
North Bonneville-Midway 230-kV transmission line.  This site is located in a relatively flat, 
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lower-elevation area that may have easier access in the winter than the currently proposed 
interconnection site.  However, this alternative would have required the Applicant to construct 
and operate a new 1.5 mile section of 230-kV transmission line from the wind project site to this 
interconnection point.  Development of such a new line would have required the clearing of an 
approximately 125-foot-wide right-of-way corridor for the line, as well as the clearing and 
construction of additional new transmission line access roads.  This corridor would be located in 
steep terrain, and would require timber harvesting, new access roads, and vegetation control in 
areas where slopes approach 100 percent in places.  In addition to potential additional impacts to 
plants, wildlife, cultural resources, aquatic areas, and wetlands that could be avoided by siting 
the project substation within the wind project site, this alternative likely would have greater 
visual and geological impacts due to the new transmission line corridor’s location on steep, more 
visible slopes. 

The Applicant also has stated that the additional costs of constructing the new line associated 
with this alternative line likely would make the project no longer economically viable.  In 
additional to the substantial additional costs of constructing this additional line, timber 
harvesting operations on the steep terrain that exists in the potential narrow corridor for the new 
line under this alternative would be impossible to conduct economically adjacent to the existing 
BPA system unless a much larger area was harvested at the same time.  Because of the much 
greater potential for environmental effects as compared to merely developing the currently 
proposed interconnection within the already planned wind project site, as well as the significant 
additional cost implications, this alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study in 
this EIS. 

Finally, an interconnection with the other existing BPA transmission line that crosses the wind 
project site also was considered.  However, this alternative was rejected from further study 
because the other existing BPA line is a 115-kV transmission line that does not have sufficient 
capacity to transmit the energy from the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.   

2.3.6 ALTERNATIVE ACCESS ROADS 

During project planning, different alternatives for accessing the proposed project site were 
assessed.  There are three potential ways to access the project site.  All are via County roads from 
SR 14 to Cook-Underwood Road.  In addition to the proposed access route that is included as 
part of the Proposed Action, from Cook-Underwood Road, the project site could be accessed by: 

• Route 1:  Ausplund Road to a private logging road vacated by Skamania County in 1987, 
which crosses private property (not owned by the Applicant) that is currently used for 
residential, agricultural orchards, and commercial timber production and harvest 

• Route 2:  Kollock-Knapp Road to Scoggins Road to a private logging road called the 
CG2930 road on County Assessor’s maps, which crosses property owned by the 
Applicant that is currently used for commercial timber production and harvest 

The private logging road in Route 1 was made a County right of way in 1923.  It was vacated for 
public use in 1987 by resolution of the Skamania Board of County Commissioners; however, the 
rights to use the road by abutting property owners remain.  Additionally, road improvements to 
this route would be required for access to construct the wind energy facility and for ongoing 
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operations and maintenance traffic.  Impacts to a non-project landowner from these activities 
would occur if Route 1 were used.  Therefore, Route 1 has been eliminated as a construction 
roadway access alternative. 

Route 2 would require minor roadway improvements that would not directly impact any non-
project landowners.  However, these roadway improvements would require construction within 
the National Scenic Area.  Therefore, Route 2 has been eliminated as a construction roadway 
access alternative. 

2.4 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES OF DELAYING PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION 

The benefits of deferring action on the proposal would include:   

• Delaying or deferring construction impacts of traffic, noise and dust 

• Delaying or deferring potential operational impacts on noise, visual resources, and 
wildlife 

The disadvantages of deferring action on the proposed project would include the following: 

• The Whistling Ridge Energy Project would not help the state of Washington in achieving 
the renewable energy goals mandated by the state’s RPS.   

• The Whistling Ridge Energy Project would not help to meet the region’s need for 
additional power in coming years.  If the proposed project is not constructed, it is likely 
that this need would be addressed by some combination of energy efficiency and 
conservation measures, existing power generation sources, and/or the development of 
other new renewable and non-renewable generation sources. 

• It is reasonably expected that under the No Action alternative, the proposed project site 
would continue to be used for logging and other timber harvest activities so there would 
be continued impacts from access, timber cutting, and replanting over time.  This site has 
been in commercial forestry use for the last century, during which the site has been 
logged over a series of approximately 50-year logging rotations.  If the proposed wind 
project is not approved and built, the Applicant and others would continue to use the site 
for commercial forestry production.  Ongoing timber management activities at the project 
site under this alternative would include regular tree clearing, harvesting, replanting, and 
development of additional access roads as necessary.  

• The Applicant would be denied the ability to create new business and job opportunities 
through diversifying and maximizing the use of its existing holdings 

• Up to a peak of 265 new construction jobs in Skamania County would not be created 

• Eight to nine new operation jobs in Skamania County would not be created 
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• A new revenue source to Skamania County and the state of Washington from the 
payment of sales and business taxes would be deferred or eliminated 

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Under the Proposed Action, the state of Washington would approve the Applicant’s application 
for a Site Certificate for the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and BPA would grant 
interconnection of the proposed project to the FCRTS.  Under the No Action Alternative, the 
state of Washington would deny the Applicant’s application for a Site Certificate for the 
proposed project, and/or BPA would not grant interconnection of the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project to the FCRTS. 

Table 2-5 compares BPA’s Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative to the BPA purposes 
identified in Chapter 1 of this EIS.  Table 1-1 in Chapter 1 of this EIS summarizes the potential 
environmental impacts and mitigation for each alternative.  Detailed analysis of potential impacts 
is contained in Chapter 3 of this EIS.  
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Table 2-5 
Comparison of Alternatives to BPA Purposes 

Purpose BPA Proposed Action No Action Alternative 
Maintain the electrical stability and 
reliability of the FCRTS 

The physical interconnection of the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be 
designed to ensure that the electrical 
stability and reliability of BPA's transmission 
system is maintained, and contractual terms 
would be put in place to ensure that project 
operations do not adversely affect electrical 
stability and reliability.  

Not granting an interconnection would 
have no effect on the electrical stability 
and reliability of BPA's transmission 
system. 
 

Continue to meet BPA’s statutory 
and contractual obligations 

The Proposed Action would further BPA's 
efforts to provide open access to its 
transmission system consistent with its 
Tariff, and would not be expected to 
interfere with BPA's other existing 
contractual obligations or compliance with 
any statutory requirements. 

The No Action Alternative would not further 
BPA's efforts concerning transmission 
open access, and would not interfere with 
other existing contractual obligations or 
compliance with any statutory 
requirements. 
 

Act consistently with BPA’s  
environmental and social 
responsibilities 

Through this EIS and other environmental 
processes, BPA is ensuring compliance 
with NEPA and other applicable 
environmental laws for its Proposed Action. 
Allowing interconnection of the Wind Project 
would increase the availability of desired 
renewable resources in the region through 
a project that has been designed to 
minimize or avoid environmental impacts to 
the extent practicable.  

By not allowing the requested 
interconnection of the wind Project under 
the No Action Alternative, BPA would deny 
this renewable resource access to the 
energy market. Although this alternative 
would avoid the environmental impacts of 
the Wind Project, the proposed Wind 
Project site would continue to be used for 
commercial forestry and environmental 
impacts from access, timber cutting, and 
replanting would be expected to continue 
over time.  

Provide for cost and administrative 
efficiency 

The Proposed Action would involve 
providing an interconnection to BPA's 
transmission system at a reasonable cost, 
and contractual arrangements would ensure 
efficient administration of management and 
operation of this interconnection. 

The No Action Alternative would not have 
long-term interconnection cost or 
administration implications for BPA.   
 

 

2.6 REFERENCES 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).  2004.  A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.  5th Edition 

American Wind Energy Association (AWEA).  2007.  Wind Power Today.  Available at: 
http://www.awea.org/pubs/factsheets/windpowertoday_2007.pdf.    

Skamania County.  2008.  Skamania County Private Road Guidelines and Development 
Assistance Manual. 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).  2007.  Design Manual.  Publication 
M 22-01.05. 

 




